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PER CURI AM

Craig Joe Crawford appeals his conviction and sentence on a
guilty plea on a charge of knowi ngly and i ntentionally distributing
a quantity of cocaine base, in violation of 21 U . S.C. § 841(a)(1)
(1988). Crawford's attorney has filed a brief in accordance with

Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), appealing the extent of

the sentencing court's downward departure from the Sentencing
Gui del i nes, but concluding that there are no neritorious grounds
for appeal. Crawford was notified of his right to file an addi -
tional brief, but failed to do so.

In accordance with the requirenments of Anders, we have
exam ned the entire record and find no neritorious issues for
appeal. W find that Crawford' s guideline range was properly
cal cul ated pursuant to the United States Sentencing Conm ssion

Qui del i nes Manual . As such, the district judge's inposition of a

sentence within that range does not state an appeal abl e question

under 18 U S.C A § 3742 (West 1985 & Supp. 1996). See United

States v. Porter, 909 F.2d 789, 794 (4th G r. 1990). Nor is the

extent of the district judge's downward departure fromthe guide-

| i nes appeal able. See United States v. HIl, 70 F. 3d 321, 323 (4th

Cr. 1995).

We deny wi t hout prejudice counsel's notiontow thdrawat this
stage of the proceedings. This Court requires that counsel inform
his client, inwiting, of his right to petition the Suprene Court
of the United States for further review. If the client requests

that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition
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woul d be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this Court for |eave
to withdraw fromrepresentati on. Counsel's notion nust state that
a copy thereof was served on the client. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



